to avoid the labeling, social control, and costs of justice system processing by removing their clients to a community-based setting. This is not possible if the clients were never in jeopardy of such processing. Thus, these three goals are not just compatible but interrelated.
The goal of providing services might appear somewhat at odds with the preceding three. The cost of services reduces potential savings, and any social service may entail some labeling and social control. The premise behind diversion programs is that the costs, labeling, and social control of community-based services will be less than services provided by the justice system. Furthermore, youths at greater risk of formal dispositions would, presumably, have greater need for services. Thus, choosing a client population with a more serious history of offenses is quite consistent with the fourth goal as well.
Findings from some evaluations of juvenile diversion have, however, raised the possibility that the goal of reducing recidivism is at odds with the others, and that issue is the concern of this article. Quay and Love (1977) and Lipsey et al. (1981) report that the programs they investigated reduced recidivism only for clients with the least prior contact with the justice system. As There is also evidence that contradicts those two studies. Palmer and Lewis (1980) found diversion to reduce recidivism for offenders with one prior arrest, but not for those with either no prior record or at least two prior arrests. On the other hand, there was no relation at all between prior arrests and program effectiveness in a study by Lincoln et al. (1981) .
In addition to policy implications, there is a theoretical reason to be interested in the relation between offense history and program effectiveness. A primary argument for expecting diversion to affect recidivism is that stigma from the justice system leads to delinquent behavior, and this stigma would be avoided by basing services in the community. If this reasoning is correct, diversion programs would have the most impact on offenders who are at greatest risk of being stigmatized. These would be youths whose previous delinquent involvement has not 
METHODS
The diversion programs, research design, data collection, and measures are described in detail in the final report of the national evaluation (Dunford et al., 1981 ) (Elliott et al., 1979) , and were originally developed for the National Survey of Youth (Elliott and Ageton, 1980) . In accord with this theory, the measures focused on bonds to the conventional social order (e.g., normlessness and importance of conventional goals), strains on such bonds (e.g., perceived stigma and social isolation), and social learning (delinquency of peers).
The comparability of the groups that resulted from the assignment process has been thoroughly examined by analysis of measures taken at the time of assignment (Dunford et al. 1981) . Results (Klein, 1979 (Gove, 1980) . NOTES 1. A complex scoring procedure was used for the indices of self-reported delinquency, which is described in detail elsewhere (Dunford et al., 1981: 88-92 
